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Electricity Transmission Cost Allocation
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n proposals made by transmission servic
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traffFmMREstTogqueystetdmsomdhens sofir bmasns mke &
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ished Order No. 1s0 0t Or,a nas mfiisnsai lo nr upll ea nrnei fno
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ve coordination between neighboring tra
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Electricity Transmission Cost Allocation

Introduction

Construct i oedni sotfa nnceew tlroanngs mi s si on lines has becom
issue. Advocates see enhancements to the trans mi
sour ceese watblre power and improving the reliabilit
argue that there are less costly and intrusive n
trans misosuton build

Estimates of the cost of cerxepaasned irnegn etvhaeb Iter apnoswieirs s
and other goals run into the tens of billions of
dollars)

e The estimated transmission cost of the Joint
Great Plains windrpogens ttootmhé&4Radti lCoad@nnt t o
billion

e A Department of Energy (DOE) study of expandi
estimated transmission expansion costs of 6 (

e A study of transmission funding requirements
to 2030 estimated tottal costs of about $30 1

e The North American Electric Reliability Cor pc
cir-mul ¢s of pwooljteacgtee dt rhaingshmi s si on over the ne
roughdt hiode of thaceltitdaesmusseidon of integrate
renewable’* resources.

Perhaps the most contentious transmission financ
transmisgihan liisgesdetermining which customers mus
opgnag new transmission lines that cross sever al
analysis of current transmission cost allocation
organized as follows:

e Background and histedfy,feidrealaddiamg hao rditsyc wsnsdiec

Federal Power Act

e Cost allocation policy at the federal and st :
adoption by the Federal Energy Regulatory Cort
1060 .

e A review of the tmrcosstmiaddiocmtpglomnmiedf® ransd i n
1000.

1 Executive summary to the Joint Coordinated System Plan 2008htp:&www.jcspstudy.orgMNote that the cost of
the transmission is modest compared to the estimated cost of the generation neededexmameeand, in one
scenario, renewable energy goals ($674 billion to $1,050 billion).

2U.S. Department of Energ20% Wind Energy by 203Washington, D.C., July 2008, p. 98,
http://mww1.eere.energy.gowindandhydrgbdfs41869.pdf

SMarc ChupkaetalTr ans f or mi ng Ameri ca’s Power [ +#203Qpreparedbytiehe I nvest:

Brattle Group for The Edison Foundation, Washington, DC, November 2008, itptOwww.eei.orgburissues/
financeDocumentsIransforming_Americas_Power_Industry.pdf

4 North American Reliability Corporatio2010 LongTerm ReliabilityAssessmen©ctober 2010,
http://www.nerc.confiles/2010%20LTRA.pdf

5 Transmission Planning and Cost Allocation by Transmission Owning and Operating Public Utilities, Order No. 1000,
76 FR 49,84ZAugust 11, 2011), 136 FERC 61,051 (2011).
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Electricity Transmission Cost Allocation

Background and History

The Federal Power Act

The authority of the Federal Energy Regulatory C
lectricity transmission is der iFreadd rmrli Maorwielry Afct
FP8).ction 205 of the FPA provides that all rate
nergy subjeptrtodtFé&@RLTCon, as well as rules and r
¢ ust and”arned stghneatt linedy urtaitltistdhmd y dPesgariinmsitn aadrey
ust OMER€ .section 205 authorfamyebassenbdédad | ghprnasost
eadtove.

However, Section 206 of the FPA givdag yFERC a bro

Whenever the Commission, after a hearing had upon its own motion or upon complaint,
shall find that any rate, charge, or classification, demanded, observed, charged or collected
by any public utility for any transmission ... subject to the jurisdictibthe Commission,

or that any rule, regulation, practice, or contract affecting such rate, charge or classification
is unjust, unreasonable, unduly discriminatory or preferential, the Commission shall
determine the just and reasonable rate, chargesifadasion, rule, regulation, practice or
contract to be thereafter observed and in force, and shall fix the same b¥ order.

s 0O o /™o

Section 206 thus permits FERC to make changes to
charges, eithieveoamr iats lwa naquesat of an interes
changes, FERC must (1) find that the existing r1a
discriminatory, or preferential; andab@P)e.show th
Section 206 also allows FERC to estabfltiosh a just
be thereafter dbséftvadthondsitmefdbycerder.

The statutory authority found in iSttx ttiwne 2t06b loifs
set of general principles to be applied in sett:i
unreasonable, unduly discriminatory, or preferen
cited 1its SectiomulgdHt amg hotrhery dmgmpi ficant rule
electricity transmission®?fmprdviidiieg ,fdmctlhhadimrge €
Regional Transmission Organizations to®manage el

618 U.S.C. 8824t seq

718 U.S.C. §824d(a) and (b).

8 City of Winfield v. FERC, 744 F.2d 871, 876 (D.C. Cir. 1984).

918 U.S.C. §824e(a).

10 Atlantic City Electric Company v. FERC, 295 F.3d 1, 9 (D.C. Cio2(citations omitted).

1116 U.S.C. 8§824e(a).

12 Regional Transmission Organizations, Order No. 2000, 65 FR 809 (January 6, 2000), FERC Stats. & Regs., 1 31,089
(1999),0 » d e r  pQrderNe. 200@A, 65 FR 12,088 (March 8, 2000), FERC Stats. & Regd.,§iS2 (2000),

affirmed sub nonPublic Utility District No. 1 of Snohomish County, Washington, et al. v. FERC, 272 F.3d 607 (D.C.
Cir. 2001).

13 Promoting Wholesale Competition Through Open Accessdiseriminatory Transmission Services by Public

Utilities; Recovery of Stranded Costs by Public Utilities and Transmitting Utilities, Order No. 888, 61 FR 21,540 (May

10, 1996), FERC Stats. & Regs. 1 31.036 (1996),d ¢ r  pQrderMNe. B884, 62 FR 12,274 (March 14, 1997),

FERC Stats. & Regs. 131,048 (19397 d e r  pQrderiNe. B88R; 81 FERC 161,248 (199%,r der pn reh g
Order No. 888C, 82 FERC 161,046 (1998),f f " d i n r e |l eTvansmissiop Aceess Poliay BStudy Graup,

etal. v. FERC, 225 F.3d 667 (D.C. Cir. 20Q0), /' ° d .NewdorkivoFERC, 535 U.S. 1 (2002).
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and9( requiring utilities to provide open
forma tariff for wutilities to adopt fo
Section 206 authority when fhatitssahbhedr ©
transmission planning and cost allocation.

e access
r t heir tr
d d€o miNDsS s i

Devel opment of the Interstate Trans mis

Oversight Prior to Order No. 890

FERLC transmission cost allocation acttihv iotniee sorha v
more of the following types of characteristics:

e May traverse multiple utility service
power system planning areas.

e May have multiple owners.

territ c

e May provide benefits to maamybemedfideverses bmay
be difficult to accurately identify, and it 1

the benefits.

swept und®r the rug.

Preventing Undue Discrimination and Preference in Transmission Service, Order No. 890, 72 Fed. Reg. 12,266
(March 15, 2007), FERC Stats. & Regs. 131,24%,d ¢ r  pQrderMNe. B99%g 73 Fed. Reg. 2984 (January 16,
2008), FERC Stats. & Regs. 1 31,261 (2007).

15Working Group for Investment in Reliable and Economic Electric Systems (WIRBStional Perspective on
Allocating the Costs of New Transmission: Investment: Practice and Princggptember 2007, p. 32, footn8i
http://www.wiresgroup.conthagesBlue_Ribbon_Pane}_Final_Report.pdf

16 The power grid in the conterminous states now consists of three large interconnections: eastern, western, and

However, cost allocation for these—oarnda totlheears tt r a
less visible and pxreieviesli hg past htemawdsonaf the na
itself and federal/state rd88@Dstidnaafmibheiondts
historically c¢const roumnteedd uptriilmatriielsy sbuyb jiienevt e sttoo rt r
regulation by state utili“bygn’dbfenmilsescitornisc. pTohweesre u
trans mission, generation, and distribution servi
the WBWtislertvy ce area generoafl Ityr apnasindi sas isohna rien voefs ttnhec
or not a particular transmission investment was
expenses 1s BSoffdmdatzataosoms . t he

Under this regulatory regrnenrcal cystotald ocamp loamx wia
the beneficiaries of the transmission service an
effect, assumddet a8t bednitttilree ssaemie of captive ratepa:;
points out, otshes mandel iitg pofssdble and acceptable

Cost allocations, and related transmission plann
because of the historicali d.e vErlaompsmminsts ioofn tlhien eesl e
built in'"%ehnet verayr Ibyy 2s0i ngle wutilities to move ele
relatively nearby power plants. As generation an
distances increfisadsibhgtetbrtmbgebuilding 1lines
to supply its own load still predominated. Over
to utilities building jointly owned ppwthe pl ant s
economic and reliability be'iNofniettsh eolfe sbse,i ntgh iasb 1pea

ERCOT (covering most of Texas). The linkages between these interconnections are limited and for most purposes the
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three systems can be viewedoagrationally independent.

YFERC’s economic authority extends to “public ut
Power Act.

18 The term independent system operator (ISO) is often used interchangeably with RTO. Stricthgspeaki
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organization is an RTO only if it has been so designated by FERC, but these organizations operate the same.

19 Examples of these neRTO planning organizations include ColumbiaGrid in the northwest
(http7/www.columbiagrid.orgl, CapX 2020 in and around Minnesolet://www.capx2020.cony/ and the North
Carolina Transmission Planning Collaboratitag://www.nctpcorg/hctpc).
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FERC Order No. 890

Pri
art

r to the adoptio
culation of the

0 n gsmolNo. si1 @m0 fiwamhe s
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FERC in February 2
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0

s applicable to tra
purpose of the ord
Q8 ®,d bwyc lOr dierg Nost
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» o

Ss transmission
cation procedures

— 0 <
— o

o R oo
— o

er No. 890 established nine tr‘€osmission pla
ocatipamcess must be ioaflmdwdfdforl alfiecathatg
sting rate struct@dfhss pnchcapleewnonahcpndgj
n ra
e

o0 oo

rd
11
X i
foundtff hat manner in which the costs of new t
devel opmensasofuatwr ¢ nffransmission providers

a
support the construction of new transmission u
cos¥s .

A particular concern of -dFiEsRtCa waes pcroesjtes aatlsl soticlmatti o n
would cross multiple utility service areas and s
treatment of projects that would yield economic

... wWe are not modi fying the existing mechanisms t
constructed by a single transmission owner and billed under existing rate structures. Our

intent is not to upset existing cost allocation methods applicable to specjfiests for

interconnection or transmission service under the pro forma OAR&.cost allocation

principle discussed herein is intended to apply to projects that do not fit under the existing

structure, such as regional projects involving several tragsimn owners or economic

projects... [ empha i s added]

FERC chose to leave transmission owners and oper
latitude in establishing cost all otwitlilomoptol i ci e
®The objectives of Order 890 were to amend “the rtegulation:

adopted in Order Nos. 888 and 889 to ensure that transmission services are provided on a basis that is just, reasonable

and notunduly discriminatory or preferential. The final rule is designed to: (1) strengthen the pro forrecopss

transmission tariff, or OATT, to ensure that it achieves its original purpose of remedying undue discrimination; (2)

provide greater specificity o reduce opportunities for undue discriminatior
enforcement; and (3) increase transparency in the rules ap
Preventing Undue Discrimination and Preference in Trangmi&ervice, FERC Order No. 890, 72 Fed. Reg. 12266

(March 15, 2007), FERC Stats. & RATPFR?2984 (Januan2lé, RQ08)or der on r
FERC Stats. & Regs. g 31,261 (2007)-B,73dR 3D@92 (JulyB,2008)h > ¢ and cl
123 FERC 9 61,299 (200 8)-C, 740FR 42540 (Manch 25, 2009),8126 FERC{ 61;228N o . 890

(2009), order on clarification, Order No. 880 74 FR 61511 (November 25, 2009), 129 FERC 1 61,126 (2009).

21 The other eighprinciples are (1) Coordinatienthe process for consulting with transmission customers and
neighboring transmission providers; (2) Openneginning meetings must be open to all affected parties; (3)
Transparency-access must be provided to the methodglagteria, and processes used to develop transmission
plans; (4) Information Exchangethe obligations of and methods for customers to submit data to transmission
providers must be described; (5) Comparabilityansmission plans must meet the specifigiserrequests of
transmission customers and otherwise treat simikityated customers (e.g., network and retail native load)
comparably in transmission system planning; (6) Dispute Resclutioralternative dispute resolution process to
address both poedural and substantive planning issues must be included; (7) Regional Participla¢icnmust be a
process for coordinating with interconnected systems; (8) Economic Planning -Stetlidg procedures must be
provided for economic upgrades to address estign or the integration of new resources, both locally and regionally.
Id.

22 FERC Stats. & Regs. 31,241 at P 496.
23|d. at P 558.
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i mpose laarpaaltlioccuati on met hod for such projects,
providers and stakeholders to determine their ow
experience andOm etgheo natlh enre eldasnd ,“s BBMBCloldedaconclu
guidance [on cost "WFER€Cadvomridisngbpfodhiosatwaon t
of costs 1s notrual ema tltte ri nfvoorl vtehse jsuldigdnee nt on a m)
claim to and®EERE€tweul dnlclheevwd fomrad flexibility in
and, when considering a dispute over cost alloca
fact?Ithssr.ee factors were listed by FERC:

First, we consider whether a cost allocation proposal fairly assigns eosbng

participants, including those who cause them to be incurred and those who otherwise

benefit from them. Second, we consider whether a cost allocation proposal provides

adequate incentives to construct new transmission. Third, we consider whepireptisal

is generally supported by state authorities and participants across the region.

These three factors are interrelated. For example, a cost allocation proposal that has broad

support across a region is more likely to provide adequate incentivemstruct new

infrastructure than one that does not. The states, which have primary transmission siting

authority, may be reluctant to site regional transmission projects if they believe the costs

are not being allocated fairly. Similarly, a proposal Hilatcates costs fairly to participants

who benefit from them is more likely to support new investment than one that does not.

Adequate financial support for major new transmission projects may not be obtained unless

costs are assigned fairly to those videmefit from the projec®
Examples of Cost Allocations Under Orc
The transmission planning processes required by
RTOs (in the form of amendments to their OATTs)
usually accepted by FERC as filed or accepted wi
compliance89wWi’tph a@mderg principles. Several examp]l
the diversity of approaches ustehde steh raopupgrhooaucth etsh e
involve a combination of Tamdfiicaiplampgd farysdimagl s o
socialization of costs, the details are wholly d
later in this reportFER&s wbtéetncoedophad tecahtbw
their own allocation met hods. Therefore, t he met
examples of the methodology that may carry over

PJM Interc®™nnection

The cost allocation process established by PIM
the physical characteristics and purpose of th
241d.

25|d. at P 559.

261d. at P 559, citingColorado Interstate Gas Co. v. Federal Power Commissad U.S. 581, 589 g45).

271d.

21d. at P 560. TRrsmissiord Raoning ArRess Staff White Papegust 2, 2007, pp. 119,
http://www.ferc.govihdustriesélectricindusactbattreformbrder890ivhite-paper.pdf

29pPJM is the RTO covering a large area centered around thamitl a nt i ¢ region of the United

stood for Pennsylvania, New Jersey and Néargt, but the RTO now encompasses all or part of 13 states and the
District of Columbia.
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Electricity Transmission Cost Allocation

e The cost of projects planned by individual ut
systwe¢uhe needs are to be charged to the cust ol
benefit (i.e., beneficiary pays).

e Beneficiaries are also to pay for new projec:t
kilovolts (kV). FERC directetda®PddMr dnd its cu:
met hodology for allocating the costs of such

e Fobac k' btornaens mi s sion projects witthlataisating of

t proposed lines with the greatest capabil.i
tcoesetisywoul dt hbreo usgohcoiuatl itzheed PJ M I nt er conne
customers within PJM would pay a portion
rdless of their location relative to whet
mption that all c¢us“akechomsp gwotdleds )bene fit |

of 500 kV and g
‘“odty ocommmisrjontrr

("I I I ¢
©w o = - =
g T o o

o

e o

The socializatio of the costs r
for example, he Tl linois util e
unreasonable, bi#'OnpAttgnst y6ir208009pnahe United S
for the Seventh Circuit, 1in esponse to petitio
rejectsedc oPsJtM socialization approach and remanded

e
p
t

n

- e e

FERC is not authorized to approve a pricing scheme that requires a group of utilities to pay

for facilities from which its members derive no benefits, or benefits that are trivial in

relation to the costs sought toilbesomehi fted to it
benefit to the midwestern utilities just because the netwgosknetwork, and there have

been outages in the Midwest. But enough of a benefit to justify the costs that FERC wants

shifted to those wutilitiesénabsanhnsweptothah t he Co mmi s
ques f?ion. ”

This decision is discussed in greater detail bel

New Englandl 9G)O ( NE

In -INEO the costs of reli-wibdd ibgndfmhmivtes tanea t pa iwd t fh
customers 1in the RTOel Aabepotyedn$dsbmbhitenhame

allocatwidda egiimame 2 00wl e sThael dS8Oprovide for cost

economic investments thidtf] pusovfiar [rie.gd.onmatlthbewmgl
2009] there heatv eE fbfeiecni ennoc yMallpkgr ades deter mi ned t
regional systefMTplianaxpgrpencessllustrates how ¢
reliability upgrades can be more easily justifie
faileme poéint in a regional grid can potentially
upgrade may benefit only a subset-wofletkkt®stegion,
allocation.

S0FERC, Order No. 494/JM Interconnection LL{Dockets EL05-121-000 and-002, April 19, 2007; PJM
Interconnection, Compliance filing in response to FERC Order N.[B8cket OA0832, December 7, 2009.

8 Jason Fordney, “Exelon, Illinois CommissiRlattsEearit DP &L Prot
Utility Week February 9, 2009.

32llinois Commerce Comm'n v. FERC, 576 F.3d 470,-478 (" Cir. 2009)(italics in original) (citations omitted).

33 FERC Docket AD0SB-000, Transmission Planning Processes Under Order No. 890,0 mme nts of New Engl an
Power Pool,” November 23, 20009, p - 3.
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Electricity Transmission Cost Allocation

Florida Power and Light Company (FPL)

FPL f ol 1l ocwast icoons tpraolcleodures approved by the Flori
(FRCC) , the regional electric grid reliability e
brief, a party may be able to remopraj @ctpoirrnti omd
to serve incremental load or generation 1if, amon
reliability of the FRCC grid and the transmissio
Transmission Planning ePtr,ocae spsor tlifo nt hoefs et hcer ictoesrtisa
project will be split evenly between the custome
theources or c'thatenrefcsatcag the need.

Duke Energy Carolinas anda¥Progress Energy Ca
These utilities made a joint filing in response
North Carolina Transmission Planning Collaboratdi
process and adoptedanmiardrgpsdaaealilokfrts wmmar y, t
approach defines exceptions to the general prinec
should be allocated to the initiating utility co
One e xc ERpetgiioomn aiist Re Pismpgd hhtdse d in the NCTPC planni
are projects undertakewi dbey roenlei aubtiilliittyy btehnaetf ihtass;
are allocated to other wutilities in pmgpdmtion t
undertake its own reliability project

The second exception 1s Regional Economic Transn
transmission service across two or more utility
multiple thor twidilpgpmtys tie upfront costs of the pr
receive back their investment via payments made
The utilities in turn will havemdthtes ofprpomt unity
ratep@dEyxomso.mic projects must be included in the
this type of cost allocation.

Concluding Comments on Cost Allocation Examp

The examples presented above arcosotmlal foawat iodn t h
filings made with FERC. Nonetheless, they do 1il]l
allocation policy at the federal and state level
procedures, and at llienasdt ttoo gda tbee yPERIC elsasa bdecs hi i
Second is the regionall SOcasd oR FsMladtred oRmluOstpiraanade s s
inherently take a regional perspective, but even
are tierd ghiaocnkalt oo r ans mi ssion planning?’sorganizati
efforts to encourage a regional perspective on t
stakeholders in the planning procesasv.ol Fhidr d,n t he
socializing transmission costs. The PJM process

FERC. MHhSeO NpE ocess for socializing the costs of

34 Florida Power & Light Co., Order 890 OATT Compliance Filingttachment K, FERC Docket No. OAG29,
December 7, 2009, pp. 146.

35 That is, the utilities involved retain ownership in the project and recover its capital costs from ratepayers.
36 Duke Energy Carolinas LLC and Progress Energy Carolinas LLC., Order 890 OATli@ure Filing—

Attachment K, FERC Docket Nos. OA®® and-51, December 7,2009,pp. 23 6, and the attached “NCT

2

Transmission Cost Al l ocation statement .
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Electricity Transmission Cost Allocation

he NCTPC and FPL cost smali arlelziaa biolni tpyr owpegrsade st
straightforward, but the NCTPC process -for socia
step procedure extending for up to 20 years. FPL
rojects in its filing.

Il imwomimerCe Commission ©v. FERC

The debate over the proper method of allocation
the executive and legislhtimei br@€amhescofCgmmesn
FER*t he U. S. Court of Appeals for the abpvorwvtah Ci

of a cost allocation proposal for cert®#in new tr
Two state utility commissionsmppgmowWddwelslt@eaaxt isdm't
transmission costs for tlperoPdrddnfiant eucpomecfrom 4
utilities in the region; that 1s, the utilities
uni form amount s ufoffi ctiheen tn &voc €caocvielrn ptihees .ctobset cour
FERL r at i onparloe irfuotraca hes was that (1) some of the

similar pro rata cost sharing agreements 1n the
that mm&ngnearth;e burden of determining which partie:
transmission (and to what degree they would bene
litigation; and (3) that every membemewf the PJN
transmission facilities because tfe reliability
The court heho¢pt o dravtéea FiIERReCr ease for recovery o
was not supported Bhesubstanguat ke yti e npreg wthenlt sF
in favor of the reasonableness of the pro rata r
arrangements among the PJM members had pro rata
no wé’Tpkt court tsejaercgtuemk nRERG@garding the difficu
and the likelihood of 1itigation, because of an
assessing®Tthe dbewmretf idisd not dias nfiisnsd itnhge, pnoostsiinbgi It
feasibility concerns cait'HpWweyea, rohethnsranstdat
found that FERC had not offered a sufficient exp
the rat® decision.

The cottirmospeni me Bddtmhdgsdi dg nEERE reasoning: the
facilities would benefit every PJM member, and t
among all of them. As the court ac kcniolwilteidegse dwa se v
to satisfy demand for eastern customers 1in the P
from greater r*®Hoiwaebvielri,t yt haes cao urrets uflotuund t hat it

37576 F.3d 470 (7 Cir. 2009).

38 The court also heard a challenge to the approved cost @locatthod for certain upgrades to existing facilities;
however, that discussion is not germane to the subject of this memorandum, and therefore is not discussed here.

39576 F.3d at 474.
401d.

411d. at 478.

421d. at 475.

43d.

441d.

451d.

461d. at 476.
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Electricity Transmission Cost Allocation

secondary benefits coadbdtdbet mionowostomerselnoéoti onntod
expected to benefit directly from the new transn
any information by whi c h* Achceosred ibnegn etfoi ttsh ec ocuoludr tb:e

[i[f FERC cannot quantify thedmefits to the midwestern utilities from new ... lines in the

East, but it has an articulable and plausible reason to believe that the benefits are at least

roughly commensurate with those wutilities share
regon,tt n . .. the Commission can approve PJIM s propo
But it cannot use the presumption to avoid the
against a party to the burden® imposed or benefit

b}

The i mp adcetc iosfi otnhiosn cost allocation going forwar
hand, as several observers have noted, the case
reconsider andppo tadalttodicalt li yo nd iosf Mo wenns, mitshsei ornu lcions g
seems to be dirsecptreodc emourrea la tf aFiEIRuG e t o justify t
substantive failure in the applicatiom of the 1a
arguments ipw of aabultoac af i 6t hdweott bésamises esuch a cos
met hod was unreasonable on 1ts face, but rather
reasonableness of the rates. Perhaps the most si
Seventh Circuistt ishhotwhat aBBRCtmubelieve that the

ar“et least rougwiyhperoomereastsau a Bt ecat i on.

Legislative Efforts to Dictate Tr ans mi
Principles

As describeds abolvyg ,rdetghaercdtithdgn t he allocation of t
that the rates charged“fuosrt tarnadn’diteiasssopnoanbelsece. ¥ ERE€ e
broad authority to dictate transmission cost all
1 1 mi tes/,/] laasnotihs Comméeces Commde mowmutrates. Ho we ver
Members of Congress have introduced legislation
FERLC transmission cost allocation policy.

In th@ongress, ahasl ebaesetn oinnet rboidlulc ed t hat would a:
specifically addressS.tr,d@GlGnmirsosdiucre dc cosnt Falblracaa tyi o
Senator Bob Corker05wofildhamEFadeSegttPowe2 Act t o

No rate or charge for or in connection with the transmission of electric energy contained in
any filing made [by a public utility] after June 17, 2010 shall be considered just and
reasonable unless the rate baxge is based on an allocation of costs for new transmission
facilities that is reasonably proportionate to measurable economic or reliability benefits
projected, as determined by the Commission, to accrue to the 1 or more persons that pay
the rate or chige.

This was not the first legislative effort to ado
requiring that cost st dbaesaddblcatedopmr tai ovmayt ¢ htad
economic or r’tDuiraibnigl' f@thyeghlelSlef a tcheCommi ttee on En

471d.
481d. at 477.

49 Appeals Court Sets Precedent In Rejecting FERC Socialized Grid EastgyWashington Week (August 26,
2009).

50576 F.3d. at 477.
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€Cbamnt Eaer
awe mlddne it r

tpireosj ewittsh
tnl asseghe
able econo

and Natural ResourceS.r¢poé6deecdmont coelf
Leadership Act. The Dbill contaiardt hat
FERC to issue a new electricity tr danlslmiicsastiiomn ¢ o s
of the cpsieorofyhnghional tsrearnvsinmigs seinotni
part of a regdiomhakkceopt bhasltoegiond
are reasonably proportionate to™measur
When the afhendwsédptr otpoposed 'Congngsshesdmt advocat
electricity transmission construcstiaomi leixtpy etss e d
spread costs widely anrdoTnhge ya lall suos earrsg uiend at hgaitv etnh er
netwr ansmission project may accrue over

many year

“me as UPFEREL. Chairman Jon Wellinghoff was also cr
it would b ot h r éss tarbiiclti ttyh et oC osnpmriesasdi otnh @ n ¥ migd ©inhon

also needlessly tie up FERC in 1it i®Tahtri
former FERC chairmen also voiced their

ieoen over i
disapprov

amendmenhamottlHidh(@ and t haguahe could jeopardize

infrastructure investment due to uncer

tainty abo
amendment
maacirlowtl y d

in the su
ties) by t
aaRme s SsSion

rgy effici

However, others voiced support for the
noting that they believad thramd thioxsait @
on those receiving clear be n°®Tfhietisr fcroonnc etrhne wnaesw to
broad allocation of costs could result
benefitaamplfor Méexwest wind power facildi
Ot hers argued that socialization of-dti s
transmission projects an econo nmoicca la ddveavnetlaogpemeonvte r
renewable poweshore¢enwimdi hegr mff and ene
preferable if the Playing field was ke

Order No. 1000

pt level

After t hiel Iriunloiinsg Gonmme r ¢ ea n(do mneigsissiloamteimvde FelkfRfCo r t s

FPA to direct FERC transmission cost a
proceeding to formulate a clearer poli

Background to the Rulemaking a
FERC initiatd8drbPmckst oADPY9anning Pragcea

Il ocation
cy for tra

nd Initdi

sns edsunwender

30, SPBORC first action under this docket, in Sep

conferences on transmission planning w

51, 1462(111" Congress), at §121.

ith transn

52 Transmission Groups Push Senate Cost Allocation Provision ChaEgesyyWashington Week, (August 12, 2009).

531d.
54 Wellinghoff Criticizes Corker Transmission Cost Sharing AmendrgeetgyWashington Week (October 7,
551d.

20009).

56 Transmission Cost Allocation Fight Intensifies With New-@aoker Group EnergyWashington Week (November

11, 2009).
571d.
581q.

59 Filings under this docket can be accessed through the FERC docket search webhttagéelidirary.ferc.gov/
idmwsHdocket_search.asp
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A tPlhaonetnai, x ,

and

in Philadel phia. Based on these m
significant issues remained with the effectivene
and iemgieanal planning specififadlgctthei tyenmd¢ memn
the planning process (such as renewable power) ;
projects. In relation to cost allocation, the Co

Determining the costs and benefits of adding transmission infraseuctihe grid is a

complex process, particularly for projects that affect multiple systems and therefore may

have multiple beneficiaries. At the same time, the expansion of regional power markets

and the increasing adoption of renewable energy requireinamsled to a growing need

for transmission projects that cross multiple utility and RTO systéhere are few rate

structures in place today that provide the allocation and recovery of costs for these inter

system projects, creating significant risk fievelopers that they will have no identified

group of customers from which to recover the cost of their investfeshasis addetf]
Following these meetings, FERC signaled, in an C
cost allocarrasmandionheptanning issues, that it
toward cost allocation processes ““Wasatn nemaihrei p@ s
opportunity to eliminate barriers #tmoomicdve trans mi
greater certainty in its policies for allocating
for facilities that cr®Fhe mupedipfliec tquestmions ofio
requested comments al s ds ptrhoivnikdien ga. wWihned oqw eisntti oo nFsE
among others:

e How can the beneficiaries of a specific proj e
delineation of brarcdticeciuriesaddaiclt ude tgo 1| oads
but concomitant question is how should the 1 ¢
cost responsibility of different customer gr
heart of the issue sarsegdcbyonhefSehenPh MCir
Interconnection ®ost allocation process.

e Should cost allocation processes be designed
This would seem to raise the contentious 15§51
allocated over plsarignet ear-weoahen.eacntd opner h a

e Should cos allocations be static or change «
by FERC as a general 1ssue, and specifically
which are initially built withth.vercapacity i

e How, if at -qaulaln,t isfhioaubllde ncoons t s and benefits be
cost al®%ocations?

By the end of November 2009 FERC had received 10
a wide range of opinions onehow FERC should proc

60 FERC, Docket No. ADO$-000, Transmission Planning Processes Under Order No, 890° Not i ce o f
Comments,” October 8, 2009, p - 5.

611d. at 7 (emphasis added).

82linoi s Commerce Comm’n v"CirRBOBC, 576 F.3d 470 (7

63 FERC, Docket No. ADO$-000, Transmission Planning Processes Under Order No, 890° Not i ce o f

Comment s,

i)

O ¢ t -8.1Ar example of & Mbuantifiabpe .benéfit may be the uskexisting transmission

Request

Request

right of ways for new or upgraded transmission lines, in order to avoid the time and controversy that can accompany
efforts to place lines in new right of ways.

Congressional Research Service
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Electricity Transmission Cost Allocation

e American Electric Power, a large utility comyg
and ERCOT RTOs, argwedefoptanniagcandecops onall
for ‘eixghhravoltage transmission lines, to be 1in

rul em¥king.

e Southepany¥Y,oma |l arge southeastern utility oper
rejected the whole mnotion that problems with
allocation were inhibiting transmission devel

A significant misconception beingromoted by certain aspects of the
industry in the name of promoting renewable resources is that the current
transmission planning processes and cost allocation methodologies are
obstacles to the expansion of the transmission grid. This is not the case. Th
reason that more inteegional transmission projects are not being built, at
least in the Southeast, is that they have not proven to be economic as
compared to other options. As a result, those who would benefit from these
projects desire to have othentities subsidize their costs by seeking to
mandate the planning of the-doewptojects througt
planning processes and through the broad socialization of the costs of such
uneconomic transmission projeéts.

e The New Engl and iPcoiwearn tPso oClo nPmei t t ee (a committ
stakeholders opdiSO)i sngavwiedbitthdttbe WXE/!/ pful fo
Commi ssion to provide policy guidance on how
allocati™demphmaisans i®Howkeoeordginn alt e was

opposed to the est abwiidseh noern tn aotfi oinnatle rccoosntn eacltli
rul es, or to the -wniodtei ocno sotf ailnltoecractoinonne.c t i o n

e The Southwest Power Pool RTO suggested that I
rules fogabi nteansmi ssion planning and cost al
supported the establishment of cost allocati
as the Easter ™S PPntsdmdcennddhtaiton.

attempts to precisely define benefits are misplaced. The real keokeft

major transmission project, as part of a robust EHV network, over its useful

life will never be fully captured in an economic model as there are many

benefits that fall outside the scope of economic modeling. While precise

analysis may be desirablehe limitations of such analysis must be

acknowledged. Moreover, it is important to recognize that doing nothing also

has a cost ... Currently, SPP 1is working to imp
method that would even provide more cost sharing for regionalgsajed

simplify the cost allocatiof?

64 FERC Docket No. AD0O$-000, Transmission Planning Processes Unded€y No. 890 Co mme nt s of Amer i can
Electric Power Service Corp2dration,” November 23, 2009, pp

65 FERC Docket No. ADOSB-000, Transmission Planning Processes Under Order No. 890,n i t i a | Comments of

Southern Company Servi09p8, Inc.,” November 23, 20

66 FERC Docket No. ADOS-000, Transmission Planning Processes Under Order No. 890,0 mme nt s of Ne w
England Power Pool,” November 23, 20009, p . 7.

67 FERC Docket No. ADOS-000, Transmission Planning Processes Under Order No. 890,0 mme nt s of Ne w
England Power Pool, ”-8November 23, 20009, PP - 7

68 FERC Docket AD0OSB-000, Transmission Planning Processes Under Order No. 890,0 mme nt s of Sout hwest e
Power Pool, Inc. ., Regarding Transmission Pl pidaing Processe
691d. at p. 13.
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e In virtually complete contradiction to the pc
Consumers Resource Council (ELCON), an assoc.i
users, emphasized that costalablFoaztipahr oHoul
“‘benefic’iRaartyh epra ytsh.an viewing the 1issue of allc
stumbling block to transmission project devel

[ Al]s FERC notes in the Request [for comments],
newproblem” Indeed, courts have developed a careful
guide the allocation of the costs of transmission investment, centering on the

principle that the beneficiaries of a service are to pay for it.

[T]hose who are allocated costs based onactiemonstrable benefits are less

likely to object to the construction of new transmission facilities than those who

are allocated costs based on an assumption that they will receive some general,
unquantifiable benefit . théfdfoee, motedtkelye f i ci ary pays?”
to reduce controversy and assure that future transmission would be built where

the costs truly are justified.

The diversity of these comments i1indicated the 1 a
proceeded in raesipenct Itno Noosstmbalrl 009, at about
comments were filed, a transmission trade group
separate petitions with FERC asking the Commiss:i
transmissnononost amdhods .

The Fin7al Rul e

The rul emak
Order No. 1
jurisdictio
just and re
summarize t
requirement

ing proceeding culminated with the 1is
000 states that the Commission 1is ame
nal tmamwsi diesds iadn jsuesrtviamals raracs omabl e 1
asonable, and not unduly discriminato
he Final Rule (which becomes effectiyv
s

Pl ainmg Requirements
Order No. 1000 establishes three requirements fo

der s are T e

e Public utilit transmission provi
that satisfies

y
transmission planning process
produegsonal transmission plan.

¢ Local and regional trancmnsfidewrs mlasnong pro
needs driven by public policy requirements e
regul ations.

(
S

7O FERC Docket AD0OSB-000, Transmission Planning Processes Under Order No. 890,0 mme nt s of t he El ectr
Consumers Resource Council” November 23, 2009, pp. 2 and 1
“Peter Behr, “FERC Enters a Maze of QukeNewiYorkTimegabout Renewa
November 23, 200%ttp://www.nytimes.conowire/200941/23/23climatewireferc-entersa-mazeof-questionsabout
renewa29763.html8cp=8&sq=Conservation%20Law%20Foundatiosig&cse

72 Transmission Planning and Cost Allocation Transmission136 FERC 61,051, 76 Fed. Reg. 49,842 (August 11,

2011).
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e Public utility trans miesisgihdbm rpmaev ipdearmsniinng e a&gl
must coordinate to det-efffmdontei vef smolrwet iedifsi carea
available

further requires that each transn
l anninag mawicemal thastt iamlcll madatsi dmw t
on facilities selected in a region
hod for the cost of certain new tr
aptanning regions.

Cost Allocation Requirements

Order No. 1000 establishes three additional 7r1equ

e Regional transmission planning process must I
met hod for a nielwi tyamsllmeéoeotsaeadni fatche regional
for purposes Thfe ccoosstt aallllooccaattiioonn met hod mus't
regional cost allocation principles.

e Neighboring transmission planning regions mus
cost alltdowadt feor me new interregional transmis
region€ostlatltocation method must satisfy sioj
cost allocation principles.

e Partifcumpdaintg of new transmission facilities i

as the regional or interregional cost allocat
market participants agree to it

While FERC declines to specify a standard o
require each regionabnomeihodrtogsonntfygost
allocation principles:

r pre
xagto

cost alThosetihatpréeecipéend.benefit
selso,n efiatchielri tat present or in a likely
arily allocated any Jf the costs of

ional «cosA tarlad wscmitsisoino p rplnacn pileg 2rre gi
no beengel fointa If rtoom nasnmiismstieorntr facil ity t

e Regional cost alThecaeosvnoprinmnanpmesdtron facil
allocated to those within the transmission pl
facilitiesatin sa ama nlneears tt r oughly commensurate
bene¥its
Interregional cosThaldosxtay iofh proiewiipdtee rlrre gi
transmission facility must be allocated to e:
which that trahemiated oinn facmdnntegr itshat 1s at
commensurate with the estimated benefits of
t h smissidn planning regions.

Re
tr
in
n
e

=N~

71d. at P 622.
d.
S1d. at P 637.
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that region
involuntari
e Regional co
determine w
in a region
so high tha
excluded fr
I nterregion
to deter min
benefits to
as to exclu
cost affloca
e Regional Co
transmissio
solely with
region or a
portion of
I nterregion
transmissio
which the t
under this
facility s
e Regional Co
requirement
transmissio
stakeholder
factlity.
I nt erregion
requirement
interregion
documentat:i
proposed 1in
e Regional Co
choose to u
transmissio
facilities
Requir®ment

61d.

T1d. at P 646.

81d.

d. at P 657.

801d.,

811d. at P 668.

821d.

831d. at P 685.
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ither at present or 1in a likel:;
allocated any™®of the costs of t
al f oaab é ntehfrpersihnoolidp bisest 3u's ed t o

h transmission facilities have
transmission plan for the purpc
ransmission danefilti¢gi@se with si;
cost allocation.

cosltf ad Ldvwersute fitiotnr epsrhionl cdi prlaet i30: 1 s
hether an interregional trans mi
alifptfom,inhesregtowmalmusoéds nmodl
a transmission facility with si
n

Al Il Peaatdlolho Pati nen pthet Fod for th
acohalytseathtemtesdi om pl aregmust a
that transmission planning regi
her transmission planning regic
S € costs.

Foisn c@Upsltosc 4arlil ocated for an 1nt

acility must be assigned only
smission facility 1s located. (
e ntgo rae gtiroann simmi swshiiocnh ptlhaantn it r a ns
t located.

A ITlhoec actoisotn aHrlionccaitpiloen Smet hod an
or determining benefits and 1id:
acilhtoydemqgusat beddaocumsmptaateind n wti d
determine how they were applic

Co s:t TAhl el occoastti oanl 1Porciantciiopnl emeS5t h o d
or deter mmenfiingi areineesf iftsr aanmd 1 d «
transmission facility must be t
to allow a stakeholder to detert
regi®nal transmission facility.

Dl Acai isesn oRMr ipdlaimmliemg 1t egion m

a different cost allocation me:t
acilities in the regional tran:
ded for reliabPbiltygy congestior
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I nterregional Cos:t T4hlel opcuabtliiocn uPtriilnictiyp [ter abn s mi
providers located in neighboring transmissiort
use a different cost allocation method for di
trmnssion facilities, such as transmission f &
congestion relief, or to%®achieve Public Poli
Noni ncumbent Developer Requirements
The Final Rule curtails the exissiimme prewhitdeorfs i
previously had to build new transmission lines.
a federal right of first refusal for transmissio
for purposes of <ctositnaddtopmntfiodi EBHRECda lr esardvices
unjust and unreasonable, or could otherwise resu
transmission providers. This aspect of the Final
regulegaodsng the construction of transmission f
or permitting), or the following types of projec
¢ The transmission facility 1s not in a region:
allocation.
e The tradsmidstygnis not a result of an upgrad
facilities, such as a tower change out or r e«
e The new transmission facility has already bec
whi ch alilnocwsmbneonnt devel opambehbdvscompete with

Compliance

Order No. 1000 will take effect on FOdteomdr 11, 2
Regi.stEach public utility transmission provider |
October 11, 2012, off fevattthvem d&t enomff hsheo fFith&l eRu
for interregional transmission coordination and
18 months of the effective date, that is by Apri
may submit existing procedur e sl 0aksO 'rbeeg inogn aclo mepd sita n
allocation requirements.

Order No. 1000 does mnot provide details regardin

Public utility transmissrnomomploivandea sfialrien gsi,v ean
OATT schedules to reflect cost allocation method
that the meet the provisions of the Final Rule.
formatloncooufldreagflfoencst transmission provider c¢omp

Specific Observations on the Final Rul

Planning Requirements

The need for transmission planning has tradition
connect new power gemnerrsa.t iMmr e erseocuernctelsy ,t oa nl oiandc rc
power markets and reliability has caused discuss
Order No. 1000, FERC has i1issued regulations whic

841d.
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as a f actioedamairkni ntgh ep rdoecce s s concerning which trans
planning processes as constusuetadfemtnpdujeerthd s. Ho w
regard to state or federal public poliecy )ranquwyir e
not be enough of an imperative to actually push
In the wake of the 1ssuance of the Final Rul e, t
observed that FERC may alreadyshnor padjebhesafioh
which are drivemn ebryvitnhge emeteidsi essf (lLoSaEds ) . APPA bel
planning should also focus on LSE needs as stipu
include transmissctoarwibtel resesnrtosaasemandated
requirements and other clean energy resources ne
regul ®8APiPoAnsr.efers to section 217(b)(4) of the FP,

The Commission shall exercise tnethority of the Commission under this Act in a manner
that facilitates the planning and expansion of transmission facilities to meeagumable
needs of loagerving entities to satisfy the service obligations of the-gmauing entities

CosAtl 1 ocation Requirements

Definition of benefits will likely be key in det
discusses many different types of pwtédéatiatlicbrne
but does mnot sceaclkl yt owhdaetf ian eb esmpeefciitf ii s. The defin
the 1dentification of beneficiaries, and thence
costs will FbEeR Ca lilso cnaotte dp rteos.c r i b ibnegn &af iptasr t i cul ar
“‘benef{icn athies Final Rulm. oBEERCGimrwt edhehpttr oper c
consideration of these matters is on Feview of ¢

FERC does mnot pr evpadsee ciormstteaaclrdengricactitiaidonnaalsl ocat i on
transmission facilities. The regions will define
primary areas for beabfabsl wijy]l] bdbeowvomisecdeard pu
1000 states tthearlel owialtli obne wnhoe rceost here i1is no bene

Those that receive no benefit from new transmission facilities, either at present or in a
likely future scenario, must not be involuntarily allocated any of the costs of those facilities.
That is, a utility or otheentity that receives no benefit from transmission facilities, either
at present or in a likely future scenario, must not be involuntarily allocated any of the costs
of those facilitie$?

FERC also believes this Finads Ruidemwfidde priodertg,
those who receive benefits without“rpee’imigderor t h
issue by idimwoeslkitn®@nc ostinciples:

In Order No. 890, the Commission recognized that the cost causation principle gravide t
costs should be allocated to those who cause them to be incurred and those that otherwise
benefit from them. We conclude now that this principle cannot be limited to voluntary

85 Order No. 1000 requires that public utility transmission providers establish a process for identifying those
transmission needs driven by Public Policy Requirements that are to be considered in the transmission planning
processld. at P 546.

86 Inside EPA- CLEAN ENERGY REPORTPublic Power Says FERC Clean Energy Order Abdicates Legal
RequirementAugust 22, 20114ttp://cleanenergyreport.coiwpfile.htmlXile=aug2011%2Fce08222011_appa.pdf

87136 FERC at P 624.
881d. at P 219.
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arrangements because if it were [rablems Commi ssion
associated with new transmission investment, and it could not ensure that rates, terms and
conditions of jurisdictional service are just and reasonable and not unduly discrimffatory.

FERC is allowing the regiounsat ot detf i nketdhemsst vie
one utility in a region. ‘BrtutahgrREOoner ths®s ha
agreements in place alr @4RKBRG heaxtp ewcitlsl tdheafti nteh et sheo
will be definednimyg °d &1 sshiosuslidom 1 so be recognize
stretchcowttrnmoms areas, which may lead to s ome
more than one transmission planning region.

The definitieonwnoifn gt ruatnislmiteya inbanyg bfea cat ocro nmapsl is o me

owners/operators of generation facilities have b
reliabilP8Syclhpbuepoiseises could also be impacted by
Final Rule

Established regwlaltsoa ybeparri nocn ptlhees dmwafinition of

recovery extends to state jurisdictions or if st
regions. Timing 1is very important totitbmalefinit
equity may arise. FERC has stated that considera
existing policies. The time frame to which these
the limit to the planniwmggrhewmiszen chald dwhiech Il ore
beneficiaries taosadspriiomdiapllads.heAusednanidvel y,

use’falt emaking principles, the allocation of cost
trans mission fnadc itlhiet yb eansesfeitt si ttsiemefl,i nae may be al
Noni ncumbent Developer Requirements

FERC makes a distinction between a transmission
facility selected in a Ireegatoinmad. pHBRC foan spiud eross e
more effetfieamati/icostsolution to regional needs, pr
pursuant toappiCowmend sseégmonal planning process, ¢
procedures itker ya tpr deesaspplroved by FERC. FERC as:
select the most efHhildioentt i oml stchemes hmse b emno stet
transmission owning interests. This distinction
aight of first refusal (ROFR) of a transmission
for regional cost allocation. FERC is not preemp
establishes a ROFR, and onlytedisminanaetsonhe ROFR
Order No 1000 notes that each transmission prov
transmission facility project selected in a regi

891d. at P 84.

OFEQETV,FERC-Chai rman Wellinghoff discusses commildy26,on’'s challe
2011, http://ww.eenews.ndt//transcriptl 382

91 Response to question at FERC briefing on Final Rule. July 22, 2011.

92 For example, o June 16, 201, FERC denied an appeal by two wind farm generators (Cedar Creek Wind Energy,
LLC and Milford Wind Corridor Pase I, LLC.) against a NERC order to register as transmission owners and
operators. NERC had ordered the generators to comply with transmiekited reliability requirements applicable to
transmissiorowners and operators because of high voltagegbeve 100 kV) tidines interconnecting their

generating facilities to the bulk power systédedarCreek Wind Energy LLC, Milford Wind Corridor Phase ILQ,

136 FERC P 61,241 (2011).
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Local utilities woslidethehtbenaltlowedoldoatecons toc
needs and service obligations are met

General Comments

Order No. 1000 is broadly intended to ensure tha
future U. S. el ect r ihcei tayl lnoeceadtsi,o na nodf pnreowv icdoes tfso rt ot
facil fitdieenst ibfyy [ ing] transmissioneffacdtlitdley mdatt
regiomeliability, economi® and public policy regq
In paragraph 2 9F ERfC Qridteers Noh.e 1e0xOple,ct at i ons of th
Energy and NERC with 71 evgolrtda geo ttrhaen semipsasnisoino nl ionfe
with up to a third of this new transmission capa
enegeggeration. State renewable energy portfolio
new capacity. However, with most of the best reg
western United States, and maintyh oRfP St hree qluoi ar & nceennt t:
the eastern part of the country, some observers
transmission lines to carry renewable energy to
neighboring trananmi $0i ovmrkl|l omningtreagiegi onal pl e
such as RPS requirements. In the absence of a fe
an imperatitw®asfor malwest ate renewable energy tra
segmentedt bafltdransmission facilities could acco
regions can be shown. In that instance, the tech
the build out could beormrcrrsuicncael alot ear rbaetnienfg tcu rdreet
lines have the“opaondmafiifmd fervEéEultoazd growth along
while direct current transmission lines are 1 i mi
Federal regul ati onsatneasy orre druecgei otnhse tnoe ehda vfeo rt hseti r
address the same or similar 1ssues. As such, fed
a multiplicity of state regulations 1s avoided,
and megaddressing a specific 1issue can differ su
to provide broad guidance on planning transmiss:]
regions to tailor such arramgemamemnsg st witheicone wa
given to public policy goals:

The cost allocation principles are not intended to prescribe a uniform approach, but rather
each public utility transmission provider should have the opportunity to first develop its
own method ormethods. Also, we recognize that regional differences may warrant

distinctions in cost allocation methots.

Thus, in providing such discretion, FERC leaves
regulations, with then loifk eplliahnoso dwitlhla tr eas uwitde var
FERC states in Order No. 1000 that transmission
cosffective ways to meet the transmission needs
transmission facibpilitaan foreccioaed nitnlowrcen ¢egfiofmincpiliernpto s
or eb6fective solution tSomegi omed, tthasmpssineh h
power generation f arceillaitteyd craenl icaabsiel ictoyn giessstui eosn, a
effesxcdaliwtti on with potential benefits to other re
9 Order No. 1000, 136 FERC at P 11.

941d. at P 604.

SBldatP 7.
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extent the regional transmission planners W
r generation solution whenn cfoonrs ifedfedriimnoge mOtr d e
b§ectiVteo srod gritamanl power needs.

Final Order comes as state renewable portfol
ronmental Protection Agenc¥YmayEPiApcreazud ation
nfor new transmission lines. The uncertainty

ur c e of upcoming EPA regulations has caused
generation, with plans to psoawvteirs fmya r(kkatt sl aast ti |
latory clarity they seek is provided. Some ¢
city in some regions of the United States ma
these addibliiomadt nleietdyg . c Smmites pan decisions
ts in rate base to replace retired coal plan
sions

e are many 1issues and many questilonsi kbeel yyon d
e as the many different stakeholders involve
r the Final Rule. FERC acknowledges that s on
liance filing process.

Update on Order 1000

FERCudd sOr d¥monl May 17, 2012, to deny many rehear
000, affirming that all jurisdictional electric
0®O’requirements to participate siens rfeogri opnlaaln minndg
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t
ehearing of OrdaAr 1000 or Order 1000

transmission facilities. Transmission cost a
mployed for these new transmission facilitie

subsequent 1-B®oins sQucetdo bCerrd elr8 , 1 020001 2 , to uphold
avAdd lh@0 to make clarifications o 1ts rule.
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